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show that the allegations made are unfounded. The article appears to refer to
a Gujarat! prisoner named Himat Rasool, who was sentenced by the Ahmedabad
Special Tribunal to transportation for life for cutting telegraph wires, setting fire
to the telegraph office and rioting at Ahmedabad on llth April 1919. The
charges made and the actual facts relating thereto are as follows:
"On their arrival in this jail from the Andamans in November last no meals
were given them for three days until the medical officer saw them and got them
meals."
The prisoners (who arrived on December 6th) were seen daily both by the
medical officer and the Superintendent but they refused to takejowari diet as
they wanted wheat diet. This was given them on December 8th.
"Whenever the Superintendent approached them they were required to raise
their hands as a Muslim docs in prayer with the greeting 'Sarkar is one'. This
immoral rule, interfering with the fundamental principles of Islam, Rahmat
Rasool refused to obey, telling the Superintendent that for him God alone is
one and that he can raise his hand in prayer before God alone, when the Superin-
tendent proudly replied that he, as representative of Government, was his god
in jail."
This is a pure invention. When the Superintendent or any official visits
the prisoners, the latter stand with their hands open, the arms being at right
angles to the elbows and the elbows in at the sides. The object of this is to
show that there is nothing concealed in the hands with which an assault can
be attempted. This attitude is obviously not that of a Muslim raising his
hands in prayer and the procedure to which no objection has ever been raised
is common to all jails. It is absolutely untrue that the Superintendent used
the words attributed to him.
"The prisoner refused to be led away from the path of religion with the
result that his religiousness was rewarded with the five-fold punishment of 30
stripes, 6 months* solitary confinement, six months' gunny clothing, 6 months'
cross fetters and 6 months' bar fetters."
The facts are that on December 13th the prisoner refused to stand up when
ordered, became very excited and was grossly impertinent to the Superintendent.
He was awarded, not the punishment alleged but gunny clothing for one month
and bar fetters for three months. Since the arrival of this prisoner in jail he
has been eleven times awarded punishments, including 30 stripes and cross bar
fetters for ten days for gross insubordination and persistently refusing to work.
He is at present undergoing a punishment of three months* separate confinement
awarded him in the Andamans for refusing to work and refusing to obey orders.
His history sheet describes him as "a man of violent temper".
20th February, 1922
I venture to call this a brazen defence of a brutal punishment.
It tells the public in so many words, "We have done it and we pro-
pose to continue." As I did not publish the incident for the edifi-